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b.) Remarks 

Claims 5-7 and 10-22 are pending in this application. Claims 5-7 have been 
amended in various particulars as indicated hereinabove. New claims 9-22 have been 
added to alternatively define Applicants' invention. 

Claims 1-6 and 8-9 were rejected under 35 U-S.C, 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Bridgelall. Claim 7 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bridgelall in view of Kao. These rejections are respectfully traversed for the following 
reasons. 

The present invention concerns a system including a mobile terminal that is 
currently in a voice session inside either a wireless local area network ( WLAN) or a 
cellular carrier network and maintaining the call without disruption when the terminal 
transitions from either one of these networks to the other. The process works through a 
Cellular Controller, which can be transparent to the cellular carrier network and thus may 
be an invisible proxy for the mobile terminal operating on the WLAN. It listens on 
behalf of the mobile terminal on the cellular network and relays calls destined for the 
mobile terminal from the cellular network to the former. 

The main difference between the Bridgelall solution and present solution is that in 
the Bridgelall solution the Enterprise Gateway Controller (EGC) that sits in an enterprise 
network is tightly coupled to the cellular carrier network (in fact, it is likely to be owned 
by the carrier) while our solution can be very loosely coupled 

The rationale for loose coupling is that the system is compatible with an 
enterprise solution where workers are free to sign up for cellular service with the carrier 
of their choice. Therefore, a proxy scheme like the present system has met with more 
approval in enterprises than a tightly coupled solution that essentially assumes that all 
users in a WLAN will have the same cellular carrier. In short, the present solution is an 
enterprise solution while the Bridgelall solution is for carriers. 

Regarding new claim 10: In Bridgelall, the fixed radio terminal that is described 
in the abstract and paragraph 0053 is visible to the carrier network and explicitly 
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performs call transfer to the mobile terminal via the MSC. In contract, the claimed 
controller emulates the mobile terminal on the cellular carrier network. This is not 
suggested by the applied references. 



In a similar vein, claim 7 requires forwarding the calls to the cellular wireless 
network via a cellular proxy . 



Thus, Applicants request withdrawal of the rejections. 



Applicants believe that the present application is in condition for allowance. A 
Notice of Allowance is respectfully solicited. Should any questions arise, the Examiner 
is encouraged to contact the undersigned. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Fax: 781 863 9931 

Lexington, Massachusetts 02421 
Date: November 11, 2005 
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